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REMARKS 

Claims 1-15 were pending in this application as of the Examiner's Office Action to 
which this Amendment is responsive. Claims 1-15 are rejected. 

The below remarks are organized according to the order of topics addressed by 
the Examiner's Detailed Action of Sep. 27, 2005. 
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1. Disclosure Obiections 

Applicants have corrected certain informalities as directed by the Examiner. 

2. Claim Reiections - 35 U.S.C. S 1 12 IT 1 

The Examiner has rejected the claims 1-7 under § 1 12 H 1 because: 

the "coupling resulting from the first and fifth vias is 
substantially equal to the coupling resulting from the fourth 
and sixth vias" does not appear to find support in the original 
disclosure. 

Applicants refer the Examiner to disclosure at page 10, lines 4-13. More 
specifically, lines 4-8 of page 10 include the following statement: 

As such, in operation, the amount or impact of 
crosstalk between signal lines 12 and 22 (at vias 14 and 24) 
is equal or substantially equal to the crosstalk between 
signal lines 12' and 22 (at vias 20 and 26). 

In the above-quoted statement by the Examiner, the first and fifth vias can 
correspond to vias 14 and 24 as discussed in the disclosure, while the fourth and sixth 
vias can correspond to vias 20 and 26. 

More relevant discussion can be found in the disclosure from page 9, line 13 to 
page 10, line 3. 
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3. Claim Reiections - 35 U.S.C. S 1 12 IT 2 
The Examiner states: 

In claim 1, note that it is unclear whether each "a first 
differential signal line" as recited in the preamble relates to 
the "a first differential signal line" as recited in the body of the 
claim. 

As applicants have removed "a first differential signal line" from the preamble of 
claim 1, applicants respectfully submit that this rejection has been traversed. 

The Examiner also states that claims 1 and 8, in their second paragraphs, are 
unclear. Applicants respectfully submit that the amendments to claims 1 and 8 traverse 
such rejection. 

The Examiner states that claim 7 "appears to be contradictory." Claim 7 states 
that there is no coupling, between the second and third signals, based on the spatial 
relationship of the third, fifth and sixth vias. Applicants note that the relationship of 
claim 1, between the second and third signals, is based on the spatial relationship of the 
fourth and sixth vias. 

In claim 8, the claimed "connector terminal" refers to terminals by which 
equipment can couple to a backplane. As connector terminals are inherent to 
backplanes, if the Examiner so desires, applicants will delete the references to 
connector terminals in the claims. 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 8's recitation in its last paragraph, of 
crosstalk on the first and second signals, has now been clarified given the claim's 
reference to first, second, third and fourth amounts of coupling. 

4. Claim Obiections 

Applicants have corrected the typographical error of claim 4. 

5. Claim Reiections - 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected all claims, with the exception of claims 2 and 9, under 
§ 103(a) based on a combination of the Liu and Aekins references. 

Applicants respectfully submit that both Liu and Aekins only address the issue of 
crosstalk reduction by adding components, to a communications system, that are 
present specifically for the purpose of reducing crosstalk. Such additional components 
can represent a significant disadvantage, in high speed communication systems, since, 
for example, they can add capacitive load to a backplane. 

The Examiner has stated: 
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[A]rguments regarding the additional components, 
and the claims excluding additional components do not 
appear to be commensurate with what is actually claimed. 
Note that the claims do not reference "additional 
components." 



Applicants have amended claims 1 and 8 to specify that "coupling specifically for 
the purpose of reducing crosstalk" is not added. 

Since claims 3 to 7 depend on claim 1, and claims 10 to 15 depend on claim 8, 
claims 3 to 7 and 10 to 15 are allowable for at least the same reasons. Further, 
applicants note, with regard to the dependent claims of claims 1 and 8, their additional 
limitations must be considered in the claim as a whole. 

6. Summan/ 

Applicants respectfully submit all objections, rejections and requirements have 
been fully responded to and request a Notice of Allowance. 

The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office is authorized to charge any fee 
deficiency, or credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account No. 502584 referencing 
docket number 06816.0255. 
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